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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

Applicant's election with traverse of Group I, claims 1-41 , in the reply filed on ' 
10/4/2005 is acknowledged. The traversal is on the ground(s) that: 

The examiner should make the requirement as early as possible in the 
prosecution. The examiner acknowledges that it is beneficial to make the requirement 
as early as possible. The examiner has tried to do so by making the requirement as 
soon as the case was transferred to his docket. The examiner also notes, however, that 
it is proper to make a requirement at any time during prosecution. 

Regarding the argument that Group I and Group III should be examined together, 
because claim 1 is generic with respect to the claims of group III, the examiner 
acknowledges the argument but respectfully disagrees. It is noted that MPEP 806.04(d) 
states that a generic claim "should require no material element additional to those 
required by the species claims, and each of the species claims must require all 
the limitations of the generic claim". In the present case, the species claims do not 
require all the limitations of the generic claim. For instance, the proposed species 
claims recite a plurality of kiosks, while claim 1 recites "one or more" kiosks. The 
proposed species do not require that the number of kiosks can be one. 

The requirement is still deemed proper and is therefore made FINAL. 



Claims 63-71 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.142(b), as being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable generic or 
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linking claim. Applicant timely traversed the restriction (election) requirement in the reply 
filed on 10/4/2005. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

Claims 12 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 12 recites "the first kiosk and the one kiosk", but it is unclear what "the one 
kiosk" refers to. In examining the claim, it was assumed to refer to the first kiosk. 

Claim 33 is indefinite because it recites at least one of "email or other wireless 
device". As understood by the examiner an email is not a type of device. It is not clear 
what is intended by the claimed language. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-3, 5, 7, 8, 18, 19, 23,31,32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Kanoh et al (5,934,439). 
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Kanoh et al show kiosks, which dispense CDs (col. 1 , lines 7-12), and receives 
the CDs back. Kanoh et al. shows that the kiosks are connected to a remote host 
computer 50; (see col. 5, lines 33-40); and show a first kiosk automatically interfacing 
with a first user in a first transaction for local optical recorded media (e.g., a CD). 
Kanoh et al. disclose automatic electronic transmission of charges to a credit card 
company (see col. 4, lines 28-31 , 4749, col. 9, lines 43-50 and col. 10, lines 5-12) and 
dispensing the first local media is the transaction is approved. Kanoh et al. include a 
reader 61 that reads bar codes on the CDs and indicates when a CD is erroneously 
returned (it determines if the incorrect title is being returned and it determines if a CD 
not associated with the sytem is being returned). Kanoh et al. maintain an inventory of 
the rented CDs and the location of the CDs in the kiosk; (see col. 7, lines 35-64). 

As to claims 2 and 8, Kanoh shows returning the CD to a second kiosk 
comprising the first kiosk. 

As to claims 5 and 7, Kanoh shows capturing a second code on the first optical 
medium and scanning the image to determine a disk identifier (the second code 
comprising a second portion of the bar code containing this information). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4,6 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kanoh et 

al. 

As to claims 4 and 6, Kanoh et al show all elements except rotating the image via 
internal software and rescanning to determine the information in the code. However, 
the examiner takes official notice that it is notoriously old and well known to rotate an 
image via internal software and rescan in order to determine the information in the code. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of 
Kanoh et al by doing so in order to more reliably scan the bar code when the orientation 
is askew. 

Alternatively, as to claims 5 and 7, Kanoh et al show all elements except 
capturing a first and second code in order to capture the group identifier and the disk 
identifier. However, it would have been an obvious matter of design choice to modify 
the method of Kanoh et al by scanning two bar codes (instead of one as in Kanoh) to 
determine the group identifier and disk identifier, since the application does not disclose 
that storing and scanning the information in two separate codes solves a particular 
problem or is for any particular purpose. 

As to claims 9-1 1 , Kanoh et al show all elements of the claim except sensing 
characteristics of a case housing the medium, the characteristics comprising one or 
more holes or blocked regions on the case, and determining if the characteristics match 
predetermined characteristics. However, it would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to modify the method of Kanoh et al by sensing characteristics of a case 
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housing the medium, the characteristics comprising one or more holes or blocked 
regions on the case, and determining if the characteristics match predetermined 
characteristics. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the method of Kanoh by doing so in order to determine whether to initially accept the 
medium without removing the case and risking damage. 

As to claim 12, Kanoh et al show all elements except that inventory tracking is 
accomplished at the central server. However, the examiner takes official notice that it is 
notoriously old and well known in the art to provide inventory tracking at a central 
server. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to do so in order to 
facilitate backup of the inventory information and in order to enable integrated tracking 
of the entire inventory of the system of kiosks. 

As to claims 13-15, Kanoh et al show all elements except imaging a user 
interacting with the kiosk. However, the examiner takes official notice that it is 
notoriously old and well known in the art to do so. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Kanoh by imaging a user interacting with 
the kiosk in order to provide security information. 

As to claims 13-16, Kanoh et al show all elements except imaging a user 
conducting a user identification or credit card input at the kiosk. However, the examiner 
takes official notice that it is notoriously old and well known in the art to do so. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Kanoh by 
imaging a user conducting a user identification or credit card input at the kiosk in order 
to provide security information. 
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As to claims 13 and 17, Kanoh et al show all elements except imaging and 
providing the information to the server. However, the examiner takes official notice that 
it is notoriously old and well known in the art to do so. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Kanoh by imaging and providing 
the information to the server in order to provide security information and in order to store 
the information in a secure location. 

As to claims 20-22, Kanoh et al show all elements of the claims except providing 
advertising information to a third kiosk, the information dispayed on a screen and 
audibly communicated. However, the examiner takes official notice that it is notoriously 
old and well known in the art to do so. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the method of Kanoh by providing advertising information to a 
third kiosk, the information being dispayed on a screen and audibly communicated in 
order to entice potential customer, attract new business, and to "push" certain products. 

As to claims 24 and 25, Kanoh et al show all elements of the claims except 
profiling a customer at a fourth terminal and providing advertising information based on 
user profile. However, the examiner takes official notice that it is notoriously old and 
well known in the art to do so. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the method of Kanoh by profiling a customer at a fourth terminal and 
providing advertising information based on user profile in order to better target 
advertisements. 

As to claims 26-29, Kanoh et al show all elements except managing 
advertisements or inventory via a personal computer connected to the internet. 
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However, the examiner takes official notice that it is notoriously old and well known in 
the art to do so. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the method of Kanoh by managing advertisements or inventory via a personal computer 
connected to the internet in order to allow managing remote from the server, and in 
order to provide for changing and optimizing of advertising or determining inventory as 
new products are released and old ones retired. 

As to claim 30, 38 and 39, Kanoh et al in view of the old and well known prior art 
show all elements except sending a coupon based on inventory of the kiosk. However, 
the examiner takes official notice that it is notoriously old and well known in the art to do 
so. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify the 
method of Kanoh by sending a coupon via email to a customer based on inventory in 
order to stimulate rentals of overstocked items. 

As to claim 33, Kanoh et al show all elements of the claim except communicating 
at least one of a voice or text message to the administration by at least one of a mobile 
phone, pager, email or other wireless device. However, the examiner takes official 
notice that it is notoriously old and well known in the art to do so. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Kanoh by 
communicating at least one of a voice or text message to the administration by at least 
one of a mobile phone, pager, email or other wireless device in order to allow explicit 
and unambiguous message to be sent, rather than just alarm signal via speaker 51 of 
Kanoh. 
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As to claims 38-40, Kanoh et al show all elements of the claim except distributing 
a coupon to users of the first kiosk activated by a transaction at the kiosk. However, the 
examiner takes official notice that it is notoriously old and well known in the art to do so. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of 
Kanoh by distributing a coupon to users of the first kiosk activated by a transaction at 
the kiosk in order to increase rentals by targeting users of the system. 

As to claim 41 , Kanoh et al show all elements of the claim except that the remote 
administration takes place via a web interface. However, the examiner takes official 
notice that it is notoriously old and well known in the art to do so. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Kanoh by managing 
the system via a remote web interface in order to allow management of the system from 
different locations without the installation of dedicated communications infrastructure for 
the managing. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven B. McAllister whose telephone number is (571 ) 

272- 6785. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 8-6:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Alexander G. Kalinowski can be reached on (571) 272-6771. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3627 
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